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AUDIT  SCOPE,  OBJECTIVES,  AND  METHODOLOGY 

In  accordance  with  Chapter  11,  Section  12,  of  the  Massachusetts  General 
Laws,  we  conducted  an  audit  of  Berkshire  County  Regional  Housing  Authority. 
We  examined  selected  financial  and  operational  activities  of  the  Authority  for 
the  period  July  1,  1993  to  June  30,  1994  to  determine  whether  the  Authority 
complied  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations.  Our  audit  was  conducted  in 
accordance  with  applicable  generally  accepted  government  auditing  standards 
and,  accordingly,  included  such  audit  procedures  and  tests  as  we  considered 
necessary  under  the  circumstances. 

The  purpose  of  our  review  was  to  determine  whether: 

1.  Financial    records    were    maintained    in    accordance    with  established 
regulations . 

2.  Housing     programs     were     in     compliance     with     specific     rules  and 
regulations . 

3.  The   internal  control   structure  was   suitably  designed  and  implemented 
to  achieve  the  control  objectives. 

4.  The    Authority    had    addressed    the    issues    noted    in    our    prior  audit 
reports  (No.  93-5005-2  and  No.  91-590-1). 

Based  on  our  review,  we  have  concluded  that,  during  the  12-month  period 
ended  June  30,  1994,  the  Authority  maintained  its  financial  records  in 
accordance  with  established  regulations  and  complied  with  specific  rules  and 
regulations.  However,  as  discussed  in  the  Audit  Results  section,  the 
Authority  did  not  fully  address  the  prior  audit  issue  concerning  the 
unauthorized  transfer  and  use  of  development  funds  totaling  $103,000.  In 
addition,  we  found  that  the  Authority  did  not  maintain  an  adequate  internal 
control  system  and  had  received  excess  operating  subsidies  from  the  Executive 
Office  of  Communities  and  Development. 
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AUDIT  RESULTS 

1 .     Status  of  Prior  Audit  Results 

We  conducted  a  follow-up  review  of  the  Berkshire  County  Regional  Housing 
Authority's  progress  in  addressing  the  issues  noted  in  our  prior  audit  reports 
(No.  93-5005-2  and  No.  91-590-1),  which  covered  the  periods  July  1,  1991  to 
June  30,  1992  and  July  1,  1989  to  June  30,  1990,  respectively.  Our  follow-up 
review  indicated  that,  although  the  Authority  has  satisfactorily  addressed  the 
prior  audit  issue  of  rent  determinations,  the  prior  audit  issue  pertaining  to 
the  unauthorized  transfer  and  use  of  development  funds  totaling  $103,000 
remained  unresolved. 

a.  Rent  Determinations:  Our  prior  audit  report  No.  93-5005-2  noted  that 
22  tenants  were  overcharged  $5,489  in  rent  during  the  period  July  1,  1991  to 
June  30,  1992.  These  overcharges  were  caused  by  the  wrong  rental  percentage 
rate  being  applied  to  the  tenants'  adjusted  net  income  (the  Authority  used  27% 
instead  of  25%).  It  was  also  noted  that  four  tenants  of  the  705-1  Family 
Program  were  undercharged  during  the  year  as  a  result  of  the  Authority's 
allowing  extra  deductions  for  dependents  when  calculating  the  rent. 

Our  follow-up  review  indicated  that  the  Authority  has  satisfactorily 
addressed  this  issue  by  sending  refund  checks  to  the  overcharged  tenants  and 
by  adjusting  the  rents  of  those  tenants  who  had  been  undercharged.  Also,  our 
review  revealed  that  the  Authority's  most  recent  rent  redeterminations  were 
accurate . 

b.  Unauthorized  Transfer  and  Use  of  Development  Funds:  Our  prior  audit 
report  No.  91-590-2  disclosed  that  the  Authority  had  transferred  $103,000  from 
three  development  programs  (i.e.,  the  Elderly  Housing  Programs  667-1  and  667-2 
and  the  Family  Scattered-Site  Housing  Program  705-1) ,  to  its  Unreserved 
Operations  account  to  pay  for  expenses  unrelated  to  the  specific  development 
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programs ,  contrary  to  the  Contracts  for  Financial  Assistance  between  the 
Authority  and  the  Commonwealth,  acting  by  and  through  the  Executive  Office  of 
Communities  and  Development  (EOCD) .  The  Authority  made  these  transfers  to 
meet  its  operating  expenses  and  to  help  offset  cash-flow  problems.  Also, 
$43,000  of  the  $103,000  was  transferred  from  Programs  667-1  and  705-1 
subsequent  to  a  December  8,  1989  directive  from  the  Secretary  of  EOCD  that 
instructed  the  Authority  to  cease  using  667-1  and  705-1  development  funds. 

Our  prior  audit  report  recommended  that  the  Authority  inform  EOCD  of  the 
$103,000  in  transfers  of  development  funds  to  the  unreserved  operations 
account  to  pay  for  the  current  operating  expenses  and  request  a  disposition 
from  EOCD  on  this  matter;  promptly  bill  and  collect  for  any  consulting 
services  that  it  performed;  institute  better  financial  planning  and  budgeting 
techniques;  establish  and  implement  effective  cash  management  procedures;  and 
evaluate,  on  an  ongoing  basis,  its  operating  results  so  that  meaningful 
managerial  and  operational  adjustments  can  be  made. 

Our  follow-up  review  indicated  that  the  Authority  has  informed  EOCD  of  the 
transfers  of  development  funds  to  the  Unreserved  Operations  account,  billed 
for  consulting  services  it  has  performed,  and  placed  more  emphasis  on 
budgeting  and  evaluating  operating  results  to  allow  for  managerial  and 
operational  adjustments. 

After    the    Authority    notified    EOCD    of    the     improper     transfers ,  EOCD 

acknowledged  the  gravity  of  the  situation  and,   in  a  letter  dated  December  28, 

1990,  stated,  in  part: 

EOCD  cannot  stress  enough  the  seriousness  of  the  misappropriation  of 
funds  which  occurred,  and  how  it  has  jeopardized  the  continuing 
operation  of  BCRHA  [Berkshire  County  Regional  Housing  Authority] . 


95-590-2 


-4- 


In  this  same  letter,  EOCD  questioned  the  Authority's  ability  to  repay  all 
the  funds  by  June  30,  1991  (as  proposed  by  the  Authority)  but  stated  it  would 
accept  the  basic  reimbursement  plan  with  the  understanding  that  in  no  event 
would  the  deadline  for  repayment  be  extended  beyond  September  30,  1991. 

We  noted  that  the  Authority  made  repayments  in  June  1991  of  $30,000  and 
$10,000  for  Programs  667-1  and  705-1,  respectively,  thereby  reducing  the 
$103,000  balance  that  was  improperly  transferred  as  of  June  30,  1990  to 
$63,000  as  of  June  30,  1991.  This  $63,000  represents  $48,000  due  to  Program 
667-1  (Hinsdale)  and  $15,000  due  to  Program  667-1  (Sheffield). 

In  a  letter  dated  August  19,    1992,   EOCD  agreed  to  defer  repajnment  of  the 

outstanding  balance  from  Program  667-1  until  fiscal  year  1994.     We  noted  that 

the  Authority  has  not  made  any  additional  repa3nnents  since  June  1991,  due  to  a 

continuing  accumulated  deficit   and  a   lack  of   funds   necessary  to  make  these 

repayments.      In    fact,    in    a    letter    to    EOCD    dated    February    27,    1992,  the 

Authority's  Executive  Director  stated,  in  part: 

It  does  not  look  as  if  BCRHA  will  be  able  to  return  all  the  funds 
owed  the  development  accounts,  and  the  Authority  is  starting  to 
question  its  [the  Authority's]  ability  to  continue  to  operate  in  1993. 

During  fiscal  year  1993,   EOCD  granted  increased  funding  to  the  Authority 

in   the    form   of   additional   development    funds    and    a    "budget    exemption"  for 

operation  of  the  Sheffield  housing  site.     A  March  17,  1994  letter  to  EOCD  from 

the  Authority's  former  Executive  Director  stated,  in  part: 

The  only  way  Berkshire  County  Regional  Housing  Authority  will  be  able 
to  operate  at  break  even  is  if  EOCD  grants  the  additional  development 
funds  and  continues  to  fund  the  Sheffield  budget  exemption. 

We  question  whether  the  Authority  should  be  allowed  to  operate  as  it  is 
currently  structured  since: 
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o  The  Authority  has  been  unable  to  meet  the  repajnnent  schedule  of  funds 
owed  to  EOCD  and  has  not  made  any  additional  repajrments  since  June  1991; 

o  Both  EOCD  and  the  Authority  have,  in  recent  years,  questioned  the 
ability  of  the  Authority  to  operate; 

o  EOCD  is  providing  additional  funding  to  the  Authority  only  to  see  a 
portion  of  it  used  to  reduce  the  Authority's  cumulative  deficit; 

o    There  is  a  lack  of  board  oversight  (see  Audit  Result  No.  2a);  and 

o  The  Authority  has  made  little  progress  since  1992  in  finding 
alternative  programs  that  will  substantially  contribute  to  the 
financial  stability  of  the  Authority.  One  of  the  Authority's  more 
recent  projects  (Taconic  Parking  Lot)  was  turned  over  to  another  vendor 
because  the  Authority  felt  that  the  project  would  operate  at  a  loss. 

Recommendation :  EOCD  should  conduct  an  in-depth  review  of  the  current 
funding  and  operations  of  the  Authority  to  determine  whether  it  should 
continue  funding  the  Authority  or  whether  the  Authority's  programs  could  be 
better  managed  by  other  organizations.  Should  EOCD  decide  to  continue  to  fund 
the  Authority,  future  funding  should  be  contingent  on  the  Authority's  Board  of 
Commissioners  redefining  its  current  and  future  focus  and  becoming 
reinvigorated  and  committed  to  fulfilling  its  mission  to  the  citizens  of 
Berkshire  County  and  the  Commonwealth.  Also,  EOCD  should  monitor  the 
Authority  to  ensure  the  repayment  of  $63,000  due  EOCD. 

Auditee's  Response: 

As  it  has  since  its  inception,  the  Berkshire  County  Regional  Housing 
Authority  shall  continue  to  work  closely  with  EOCD.  EOCD's  ongoing 
assistance  and  guidance  are  essential  as  the  BCRHA  works  toward 
stabilizing  existing  programming,  developing  new  projects  and 
assessing  the  Authority's  overall  viability.  It  is  clear  that  EOCD 
has  been  reviewing  the  Authority's  funding  and  operations  on  a 
regular  basis  and  that  the  Authority  welcomes  and  expects  further 
input  and  review  from  EOCD.  EOCD's  ongoing  oversight  has  included 
close  monitoring  of  the  Authority's  deficit  ($63,000),  since  the 
discovery  of  the  deficit  in  1990.  EOCD  continues  to  work  with  the 
Authority  in  an  effort  to  reduce  and  ultimately  extinguish  the 
deficit.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  deficit  has  not  grown  since  its 
discovery  and  in  fact  has  been  reduced. 
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The  Authority  continues  to  redefine  its  focus  and  mission  in  an 
effort  to  provide  efficient  well  run  programs  that  are  appropriate 
for  Berkshire  County  residents.  The  Authority  has  expended  its 
mission  statement  to  allow  for  the  development  and  implementation  of 
several  highly  regarded  programs,  including:  the  Housing  Services 
and  Meditation  Program  (serves  over  1,200  Berkshire  County  residents 
a  year) ,  the  Housing  Search  and  Stabilizing  Program  (serves  over  150 
Berkshire  County  residents  a  year) ,  the  District  Court  Mediation 
Programs  (serves  over  100  Berkshire  County  residents  a  year) ,  and  the 
Housing  Options  for  Massachusetts  Elders  Program  (serves  over  100 
Berkshire  County  residents  a  year) .  The  Authority  also  continues  to 
provide  legal  and  consulting  services,  including  administering  the 
Berkshire  County  Board  of  Realtors  Dispute  Resolution  Program. 

The  Authority  also  manages  twenty-two  elderly  units  and  eight  family 
units  in  the  Town  of  Sheffield.  In  addition,  the  Authority  is 
developing  a  42  unit  Section  8  SRC  project  in  the  City  of  North  Adams. 

The  Authority  is  pleased  with  the  success  realized  through  redefining 
and  expanding  its  mission  and  focus.  However,  the  Authority  is  well 
aware  of  the  need  for  both  growth  and  stabilization  in  the  areas  of 
housing  development  and  management.  In  an  effort  to  address  these 
and  other  concerns  the  Authority  has  enlisted  the  services  of  a 
Housing  Development  Consultant.  The  consultant  shall  work  with  the 
Authority  to  assess  community  need  through  a  market  analysis; 
identify  appropriate  housing  development  programs;  and  perform  an 
agency  assessment  (which  will  address  the  Authority's  overall 
viability) .  With  the  assistance  of  the  consultant  the  Authority 
should  be  in  a  position  to  move  forward  with  several  viable  housing 
development  projects  or  in  the  alternative  make  necessary  changes  if 
the  current  climate  does  not  allow  for  housing  development.  In  any 
event  the  Authority's  hard-working,  dedicated  and  competent  staff 
will  continue  to  provide  services  to  the  residents  of  Berkshire 
County . 


2.     Internal  Control  Weaknesses 

Our  review  of  the  Authority's  internal  controls  revealed  weaknesses  due  to 
a  lack  of  proper  oversight  in  key  areas,  as  follows: 

a.  Board  Oversight:  The  Board  of  Commissioners  is  responsible  for  the 
overall  administration  of  the  Authority  by  establishing  general  policies  and 
guidelines ,  approving  contractual  agreements ,  monitoring  Authority 
performance,  and  planning  for  future  Authority  activities.  In  order  to 
fulfill  these  responsibilities,  the  board  must  meet  at  regular  intervals  and 
have  active  participation  by  all  board  members . 
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Our  review  noted  that  the  Authority's  board  had  been  unable  to  conduct 
many  meetings  during  the  period  of  our  review  due  to  a  lack  of  a  quorum.  Of 
21  regular  or  special  board  meetings  that  could  have  been  held  during  the 
period  July  1,  1993  to  November  30,  1994,  10  meetings  did  not  have  a  quorum. 
Of  particular  concern  is  that  six  of  the  seven  meetings  from  the  period  of 
June  1994  through  November  1994  did  not  have  a  quorum.  During  the  latter 
period  of  time,  a  number  of  important  issues  were  to  be  considered  for  board 
action,  including: 

o  The  transfer  of  the  Taconic  Parking  Lot  project  to  the  Berkshire 
Housing  Development  Corporation  was  scheduled  to  be  voted  on  at  the 
June  14,  1994  meeting,  but  was  not  voted  on  until  the  September  13, 
1994  meeting,  a  delay  of  three  months. 

o  In  June  1994,  the  former  Executive  Director  was  paid  for  six  weeks  of 
vacation,  which  was  greater  than  the  established  policy.  (Also  see  the 
Payroll/Personnel  Oversight,  below.) 

o  An  Interim  Executive  Director  was  appointed  for  the  three-month  period 
ended  August  31,  1994.  As  noted  above,  the  only  board  meeting  held 
from  June  1,  1994  through  November  30,  1994  was  on  September  13,  1994. 
There  was  no  discussion  or  vote  to  approve  the  extension  of  the  Interim 
Executive  Director's  appointment. 

b.     Payroll/Personnel   Oversight:      Payroll    costs    represented    the  largest 

portion  of  the  Authority's  operating  expenses.     Therefore,   it  is  important  to 

have  a  strong  system  of  internal  controls  in  place  and  utilized  to  ensure  that 

payroll  costs   are  allowable  and  supported  by  source  documents.     However,  we 

noted  the  following  weaknesses  in  the  areas  of  payroll/personnel: 

o  A  test  of  three  employees'  timesheets  disclosed  instances  where 
timesheets  were  either  missing  or  lacking  supervisory  approval.  One 
employee,  the  former  Executive  Director,  did  not  have  timesheets  for 
the  months  of  March  and  April  1994.  Also,  this  employee's  yearly 
attendance  calendar  did  not  contain  any  entries  for  these  two  months . 
This  is  particularly  significant  since  the  Executive  Director  was  paid 
for  six  weeks  vacation  (which  was  greater  than  the  established  policy) 
upon  resigning  from  the  Authority.  Another  employee,  the  former 
Director  of  Management,  did  not  have  supervisory  approval  on  timesheets 
for  the  10-month  period  of  October  1993  through  July  1994.  A  third 
employee,  the  Office  Manager,  did  not  have  supervisory  approval  on 
weekly  timesheets . 
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o  The  former  Executive  Director  resigned  effective  June  7,  1994  and 
was  paid  for  six  weeks  of  accumulated  vacation  leave.  In  a  letter 
to  the  board  chairman,  the  former  Executive  Director  stated  that, 
based  on  her  timesheets ,  she  was  owed  at  least  six  weeks  of  accrued 
vacation  pay  and  requested  a  waiver  from  the  amount  that  was  in 
excess  of  her  annual  three-week  vacation  leave.  Her  justification 
for  allowing  the  waiver  was  that  she  had  been  unable  to  use  vacation 
leave  due  to  staff  reductions  and  increased  work  load.  We  question 
this  pa)mient  because  our  review  of  the  attendance  calendars 
indicated  that  there  was  no  cumulative  balance  kept  for  vacation 
leave  time,  timesheets  for  March  and  April  1994  were  not  available 
and  the  summary  attendance  calendar  indicated  timesheets  were  not 
prepared  for  those  two  months. 

o  The  employee  personnel  files  did  not  contain  certain  documents  as 
required  by  the  Authority's  personnel  policy.  Specifically,  the 
files  did  not  contain:  letters  of  emplo)nnent ,  performance 
evaluations,  job  descriptions  and  updates,  and  records  of  any 
changes  in  employee  status  or  wages . 

c.     Contractual    Oversight:      The    Authority    did    not    exercise  proper 

contractual  oversight  for  the  following  two  items: 

o  The  Authority  had  a  contract  with  the  Town  of  Great  Barrington  to 
administer  the  Taconic  Parking  Lot  Project.  The  Authority  had 
planned  to  transfer  the  project  to  Berkshire  Housing  Development 
Corporation  (BHDC)  at  its  June  1994  board  meeting.  Due  to  the  lack 
of  a  quorum  at  board  meetings ,  the  board  did  not  vote  on  this  matter 
until  September  1994.  Additionally,  the  transfer  was  never 
formalized  into  a  written  agreement  stipulating  each  party's  rights 
and  responsibilities.  We  noted  a  draft  memorandum  of  understanding, 
but  it  had  never  been  signed  by  either  party.  Without  a  formal 
agreement  transferring  this  project  to  the  BHDC,  the 
responsibilities  of  each  party  are  not  clearly  defined  and,  in  the 
event  of  litigation,  it  would  be  difficult  to  determine  which  party 
was  responsible. 

o  The  Authority  manages  the  Sheffield  Housing  Authority.  The 
Authority  has  been  accruing  a  pajrment  in  lieu  of  taxes  (PILOT)  for 
three  years ,  but  did  not  make  a  pa)nnent  to  the  town  during  this 
period  of  time.  While  our  audit  was  in  progress,  the  Authority  paid 
the  PILOT  totaling  $7,594  to  the  town.  However,  we  noted  a  formal 
PILOT  agreement  had  never  been  signed. 

A    strong    system    of     internal    controls     is     necessary    to     ensure  that 

accountability  is  established;   assets  are  safeguarded;    laws,    regulations,  and 

policies  are  adhered  to;   and  contractual  and  grant  agreements  are  adhered  to 

in  a  timely  and  complete  manner. 
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Recommendation :  The  Authority  should  strengthen  its  system  of  internal 
controls  to  ensure  that: 

1.  All  commissioners  are  aware  of  the  importance  of  attending  board 
meetings.  The  board  should  be  aware  of  important  decisions  that  need 
to  be  made  and  should  take  a  formal  vote  on  these  decisions. 

2.  Employees'  timesheets  are  prepared  and  signed  by  supervisory 
employees.  Personnel  files  should  be  updated  to  contain  the 
information  required  by  the  Authority's  personnel  policy. 

3.  Contracts  are  executed  in  a  timely  manner  and  are  used  as  a  basis  for 
making  payments ,  when  required . 


Auditee's  Response: 

The  Authority's  Board  of  Commissioners  remains  committed  to  providing 
both  guidance  and  support  to  the  Authority.  The  Board  has  operated 
at  a  disadvantage  over  the  last  couple  of  years  with  several  vacant 
seats  on  the  eleven  member  board.  The  Authority  is  in  the  process  of 
filling  the  current  vacancies,  which  includes  the  appointment  of  two 
state  appointees.  The  positive  impact  and  advantages  of  having  a 
full  eleven  member  board  cannot  be  overemphasized.  The  full  board 
should  be  in  an  excellent  position  to  address  the  concerns  outlined 
in  this  report. 

The  Authority  has  made  or  is  making  the  following  administrative  and 
personnel  policy  changes  in  an  effort  to  correct  perceived  and/or 
identified  weaknesses: 

1.  All  staff  time  sheets  shall  be  signed  and  approved  by  the 
Executive  Director/Property  Manager. 

2.  The  Executive  Director's  time  sheets  shall  be  signed  and  approved 
by  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Commissioners. 

3.  A  cumulative  balance  shall  be  kept  of  all  vacation  and  leave  time. 

4.  Personnel  files  shall  be  updated  and  shall  be  consistent  with  the 
personnel  policy  (i.e.,  files  shall  include  annual  evaluation  a 
letter  of  offer  [for  new  employees]  and  a  job  description) . 

5.  The  Authority's  current  personnel  policy  is  being  amended  by  the 
Board  of  Commissioners  (this  should  provide  better  internal 
controls) . 

6 .  The  Authority  has  converted  from  monthly  to  weekly  time  sheets . 

7 .  The  Authority  shall  make  sure  all  contracts  are  executed  in  a 
timely  manner. 
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It  should  be  noted  that  due  to  a  number  of  staffing  changes  including 
three  Executive  Directors  in  a  five  year  period,  it  has  been 
difficult  for  the  Authority  to  develop  a  consistent  and  comprehensive 
administrative  plan. 

3.     Excess  Operating  Subsidies 

Our  evaluation  of  the  Authority's  level  of  need  for  operating  subsidies  in 
comparison  to  the  amounts  received  from  EOCD  indicated  that  EOCD 
oversubsidized  the  Authority  and  that  excess  funds  were  not  returned  to  EOCD 
as  required.  As  of  June  30,  1994,  we  determined  that  the  Authority  had 
received  excess  subsidy  amounts  totaling  $3,398. 

Our  review  of  the  operating  subsidy  account   for  the  Authority's  Elderly 

Housing    Program    in    Sheffield    indicated    that,     as    of    June    30,     1993,  the 

Authority    received    excess    operating    subsidies    of    $17,606.      Although  the 

Authority    reported    this    amount    to    EOCD   on    its    financial    statements    as  an 

account    payable    due    to    EOCD,    the    Authority    continued    to    receive  subsidy 

payments   totaling  $29,923  during  the   period  July   1,    1993   to  June   30,  1994. 

Because  the  Authority  earned  an  operating  subsidy  of  $44,131,   excess  subsidies 

of  $3,398  were  owed  to  EOCD  as  of  June  30,  1994,  as  shown  below: 

Comparison  of  Operating  Subsidies  Received  and  Earned 

Fiscal  Years  1993  and  1994 

Received         Earned         Returned         Owed  to  EOCD 

Fiscal  Year  1993        $36,088         $18,482  -  $  17,606 

Fiscal  Year  1994  29.923  44.131  -  (14.208) 

$66.011  362.613  -  $  3.398 

Correspondence  to  Local  Housing  Authority  Executive  Directors  from  EOCD's 

Director  of  Finance  states,  in  part: 

The  Executive  Office  of  Communities  and  Development  is  changing  the 
way  year-end  settlements  are  handled  in  the  conventional  housing 
programs.  Local  Housing  Authorities  in  the  past  were  allowed  to 
carry  forward  into  the  next  fiscal  year  any  subsidy  received  yet 
considered  unearned  at  the  time  of  year-end  closing.  These  funds 
traditionally  were  applied  against  the  upcoming  year's  deficit. 
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Beginning  with  September  30,  1992  year-ends,  this  will  no  longer  be 
an  accepted  practice.  All  funds  shown  on  Line  15  of  your  Calculation 
of  Operation  subsidies  earned  from  (051-5)  are  to  be  returned  to  the 
Commonwealth  with  the  submission  of  your  year-end  statements. 

Recommendation :  The  Authority  should  return  the  $3,398  in  excess 
operating  funds  to  EOCD  as  soon  as  possible  and,  in  the  future,  return  any 
excess  funds  when  its  year-end  financial  statements  are  submitted  to  EOCD. 

Auditee's  Response: 

The  Authority  returned  said  $3,398  on  February  13,  1995.  The 
Authority  also  paid  the  Town  of  Sheffield  pursuant  to  its  "PILOT 
agreement."  It  should  be  noted  that  delay  in  the  pa3rment  of  the 
operating  funds  was  caused  by  a  delay  in  the  receipt  of  subsidy  funds 
from  EOCD,  for  the  Sheffield  development's  reserve  account. 


